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SOCIAL SECURITY AND THE CHANGING ROLES OF MEN AND WOMEN 

(A SUMMARY) 



NHA Research Memo 



Retiremant has bcuomc a vcr>' active political 
issue. The Advisory Council on Social Security, tlie 
National Commission on Social Security, the Presi- 
dent's Commission on Pension Policy, the Uni- 
versal Coverage. Study Group, and nuiny others arc 
studying the issues that relate to retirement in 
geneni! and to Social Seeurity in particular. 

Tlie 1977 amendments to the Social Security 
Act instructed the U.S. Secretary of Health. HiUi- 
cation, and Welfare Joseph A. CuiitaFio. Jr.. in 
consultation Avitli the Task Force on Sex Discrim- 
ination and the Social Security 'Adminislraiioiu to 
conduct a stiidy of and iniake reconmiendations 
with respect to gender-based distinctions in the 
Social Security program. 

On February 15. 1979, Secretary Caliiano re- 
leased the tlnal report, mX\\\Qd S()cial Security luhI 
the Cliangmg Roles of Men and WorueiL together 
with a press release and a simimary. Nl:A has re- 
produced the summary because it presents a clear 
picture of the direction in which Secretary 
Califano and the Social Security Administration 
would like to move the Social Security program. 

The summary presents the following posi- 
tions: 

• Earnings sharing, and the eventual elimi- 
nation of the spouse's benefit. ^ 

o A two-tier benefit system, in which a 
minimum benefit, would be paid to 
everyone and^ the second-tier benefit 
would be tied directly to earnings. 

• Universal coverage is proposed as the 
best sokition to the offset provision of 
the Social Security amendments of 
1977, 
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Secrelar)' CalifaFio intends the report to be a 
vehicle to spark debate on the issues, not a^ pro- 
posed legislatioiK Indeed, the report of the Uni- 
versal Coverage Study Group, due December 20, 
197^K will need io be received, studied, and 
digested betbre any meaningful legislation can be 
proposed. 

riiis. therefore, is the appropriate time tor 
ci^ to raise questions and voice objections 

ab i' 1 1 the Social Security prograuK Hxamples of 
the tN'pes of issues raised by tlie report are as 
ibljuws: 

• What rec|uireinents nuist people meet in 
^Tier I" of the two-tier benefit system? 
A means lest? Increased red tape? 
Longer lines at Social Security offices? 
Will they be made to teel tliat they are 
receiving weltare? 

a Will the family n^ imuni fmentioned 
under paragraph D on page 24) increase 
as the cost of living increases? 

• Na mention of transitional provisions is 
^ made in the summarv' report. How are 

such transitions proposed? Arc they 
realisiic? . 

• In the discussion of the ptiblic pension 
offset, why is no reference made to the 
tact that there is no offset for private 
sector employees? 

Ph ase send any comments or recoinnienda- 
tions on these issues to Byron Spice, Room 510. 
NliA, 1201 Sixteenth Street, N.W„ Washington, 
Dr. 20036. 
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SUMMARY 



Social Security and the Changing . 
RoXeB of Men and Women 

s 

INTRODUCTION 

Under the Social Security Amendments of 1977 (P.L. 95- 
216)/ the Congress required the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare/ in consultation with the 
Department of Justice Task Force on Sex Discrimination, 
\.o study and prepare a report on proposals to elimi^ 
nate dependency as a factor in entitlement to social 
security spouse's benefits and to eliminate sex dls^ 
crimination under the social security program. 

When the social security program was established in 
1935, basic protection was provided for workers in 
the jobs that^ were covered under social security. In 
1939, before social security benefits were firs_- paid, 
supplementary protection was provided for workers* 
wives and widows as dependents* This method of pro- 
viding protection reflected a pattern of family 
relationships in Mierican society==lif elong marriages 
In which v/omen were solely homemakers and men pro^ 
vided economic support--that was much" more common 
then than today. 

The traditional roles of lifelong homemaker and life^ 
long paid worker are no longer as typical; rather, 
there is a growing diversity of roles. The labor^ 
force participation of married women had grown from 
17 percent in 1940 to about 47 percent in 1977 and is 
expected to continue to grow. Although more married 
women are working^ the majority do not work. when 
their children are very young. In 1977, 39 percent 
of married women under age 55 with preschool--age 
children who were living with their husbands were 
in the paid labor force* 

The Increase in the divorce rate also has contributed 
to the growing diversity of family roles and work 
patterns since many divorced women must work to support 
themselves or their families. The ratio of divorces to 
marriages Increased from one in six in 1940 to one 'in 
two in 1975. The marriages of one in three women age 
26 to 40 are expected to end in divorce. 
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For a variety of reasons, many more married women are 
working but no typical pattern of liffjtime roles is 
emerging. Some married women are lifetime homemakerS/ 
some are paid woi'kers throughout their lives ^ and 
others combine thesr two roles* 

There also have been changes in the way society in 
general thinks about the role of women and in the way 
women view themselves* There is a growing perception 
that married women should not be treated as dependents 
under social security because so many of them work in - 
paid jobs and are not financially dependent on their 
husbands* Women are increasingly recognized as equal 
partners in marriage^ which is viewed as an inter^ 
dependent economic relationship where each spouse 
renders services of an economic value to the family. 
Ajid women generally view themselves as having a choice 
of careers-^working in paid employment ^ working as 
unpaid homemakers^ or both. 

As a result of these changes in society, interest has 
grown in the way women are treated under the social 
security program, A central issue is whether the 
system of dependent 's benefits designed decades ago 
adequately serves today's society. The present social 
security structure works best in the case of a life^ 
long married couple where one spouse is a lifelong 
paid worker and the other is a lifelong homemaker. 
■Many believe that social security should be changed 
so that it accommodates the diversity of roles and 
work patterns of men and women in today's society. 

In addition to the issue^ of the dependency basis of 
benefits, a number of other important social sernri/ y 
issues are discussed in the report, including the fair- 
ness of treatmient of couplas when both spouses work, 
and the adequacy of protection for divorced people, 
disabled homemakerS/ widows , etc. Many of these 
issues are closely related to the primary issue of 
whether dependency is an appropriate device for pro^ 
viding benefits for many women* 

'Congress directed that this study examine ways to 
eldminate dependency as a factor in determining entitle 
ment to social security spouse^ s benefits. In response 
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the report explores two comprehensive options' for deal* 
ing with the issues that arise fr.'^in the present system 
of providing dependent's benefits. The two options 
are earnings sharing and establishTnent of a nrw double- 
decker benefit structure for the social secur^cy 
pragram* 

Earnings sharing would provide for the equal division 
between the spouses of total annual earnings of a 
married couple for each year of the marriage. Thus, 
each spouse would have social security protection in 
his or her own right that could be added to any pro^ 
tection acquired as a covered worker while unmarried 
or from other marriages. The double-^decker plan would 
provide a two^tier benefit structure. The first tier 
would be a flat^rate benefit payable regardless of - 
marital status or work in jobs covered under social 
security* The second tier would ^be an earnings-related 
benefit payable to everyone who had worked in a 
covered job* 

The report also includes more limited options for 
dealing with some of the iJssues that have been 
raised, provisions in the law that treat men and 
women differently and proposals to eliminate the 
differences, and issues concerning the public 
pension offset provision enacted as part of the 
1977 social security amendments and possible 
modifications and alternatives to this provision, 
f 

This study was conducted by the Social Security Admin^ 
istration with assistance from a variety of ^sources. In 
planning the study ^ discussions were held with represen- 
tatives of the Department of Justice Task Force on Sex 
Discrimination^ Congresswomen ' s Caucus staff, and 

teres ted congressional cnmmittee itaffs. Drafts of the 
Jy were circulated for xnent. uo these persons, 
whose suggestions were very helpful. 

This report is intended^to focus public debate on 
concerns about the way social security relates to 
the pE^esent complex and diversified structurl of 
Ajnerican society and on various options to deal with 
these concerns. The repnrt contains no recommendations 
for legislativr changes; su ;h recoranendations would .be 
premature at this eSTmB* Extensive public debate of 
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the issues and options is necessary before any con- 
sensus can be reached on what chanrfes might be desirablQ 
For this reason the report should be given v/ide dis- 
tribution -so that it can be used as a basic resourcG 
document for consideration of these issues. In addi- 
tion, the options discussed in the report are complov 
and will require further refinement and study boforo 
the ;r precise effects on the protection of various 
groups, and on other public and private income maintr- 
nance programs, are fully knou^n. 

ISSUES 

Most of the issues that have been raised vivot on the 
fact that married women gGnerally have social security ' 
protection as dependents of their husbands. Under the 
current program , a marr iod ivoman can receive bene fits 
as a dependent wife or v/idov; (or eK-wifc) of a covered 
worker; she can also receive benefits as a covered 
worker in her own right, t-u"^ she cannot receive both 
benefits in full. if she is entitled to both a workcr^s 
benefit and a dependent's benefit, she receives an 
amount equal to the higher of the two benefits-- that 
is, she receives her worker's benefit plus the amount, 
if any, by which the spouse's benefit exceeds the 
worker's benefit* (This is called the dual entitlement 
provision , ) 

T^e concerns about the social security protection of 
women relate to the fundamental 'goals of the system 
which are to provide benefits that are adequate to 
meet important social needs -and at the same time are 
equitably distributed among different c-^^ r^qoriee of 
bene ^ ' -i^r^^^ nd contr ut to the program. In 
' many jse^-, i:rie goals of adequacy and equity are 
inconsistent; program changes ^ that improve adequacy 
may i^educe equity and vice-versa. This tension has 
been with the system since its incention, and the 
appropriate balance bet^'^n^n ^^:^so [m^j goals is often 
a source of c in trover sy. 

\.A\e issues th h.a/u been identified are fundamentally 
tied to the social security program's twin goals of 
adequacy and equity and the confliats between them. 
Reducing inequities for v;omen workers whj. le providing, 
adequate protection for women with little paid work 
~h±s^or5^ wriir^iTrvo^e -fftrt 

the adequacy and equity of the social security systam. 
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Adequacy Concerns 

One area of concern arises from gaps and inadequacies 
in the protection provided for homemakers and depend^ 
ent spouses, Homemaker or childcare activities may 
preclude or reduce participation of married women in 
the paid labor force therefore preventing them from 
obtaining primary protection as workers. Also, since 
dependent's benefits are based on a propo^rtion of the 
worker's benefits and are only payable under certain 
conditions^ homemakers may have inadequate protection 
under social security. These concerns include ^ 

o Married women workers get substantially lower 
benefits thiin men workers both because they fre^ 
quently spend time out of the paid labor force (or 
work part time) to perform homemaker or childcare 
activities and because average wages for women are 
lower than for men. 

o The divorced wife's benefit of 50 percent of the 
worker's benefit is often not adequate to support a 
divorced homemaker living, alone, A divorced person 
has no social security protection based on the mar= 
riage if it lasted less than 10 years. This concern 
becomes more important as the divorce rate inr 

o Widowed homemakers under age 60 cannot receive 
^fi unlc^ss they are either at least age 50 
uxsabled or are caring for children* Many 
widows have no social security protection during 
a period when they may face dif ficu- "y entering or 
reentering the labor force. 

o Women working in the home havu gaps in disability 
protection* Benefits are not provided for disabled, 
homemakers or their children if the homemaker has 
no recent attachment to the paid work force* 1/ 
Widows who become disabled under age SO do not have 



1/ In general, in order to meet t^:^ recency-of ^wqrk 
^ test for disability benefits^ a person needs 5 

years of covered work out of the 10 years prececl - 

ing onset of disability^ 
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disability protection. 

o Aged widows frpquently remain on the benefit rolls 
for many years; 'they often do not have resources to 
supplement their social security benefits ^ may live 
in poverty / and may need additional protection . 

Equity Concerns 

A second area of concern centers on the equity of 
benefits between ohe^ and two-earner couples and 
married and single workers* These concerns include - 

o Because of the operation of the dual entitlement 
provision/ married women may find that the social 
security protectiqn they earn as workers may 
duplicate, rather than add to, .the protection 
they already have as spouses* 

o Some two-earner couples are concerned that, bene- 
fits are often higher for couples where one spouse 
earned all (or mosi:) of the income than for couples 
where both spouses had earnings even though their 
to^al .fa^mily earnings are the same* 

o Since bervefits are payable to dependents^ married 
workers receive greater protection under social 
security than single workers, even t'hough both pay 

t* social security taxes at the same rate; single, 
workers -may. view this situation as inequitable* 

COiMPREHENSIVE Q P TIQNS 

This section discusses the effects of two broad=Bcale 
options that would deal in a comprehensive way with the 
issues; these options are earnings sharing and a double^ 
decker plan. These options should be viewed as a basis 
for discussion rather than as recommendations for leg-^ 
islative action*! ? ^ 

Under earnings sharing, 50 percent of the total annual 
earnings of the couple would be credited to each 
spouse's individual earnings record* The benefits for 
each spouse would be based ^*on one^half of the couple's 
earnings during years of marriage and ' on individual 
earnings while unmarried. The idea underlying earn- 
ings sharing s that each spouse is an equal partner 
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in martiage and each==whether a worker ijn paid employ- 
raent or an unpaid homamaker^^shoiild hays equal credit 

■ for tctal famiry earnings. This idea iKiplies, then^ 
that each should havexequal social security protection 
in .his 'or her own righ€ rather than as a dependent of 

•^thj-s other spduse. ■ ^ 

-Vndmr a double'-deGker plan- a now two^tier benefit 
system would be established. A flat-dollar benefit 
(tier I) would Be payable to everyone, regardless of 
earnings^ who met certain requirements* In addition, 
an earnings-^related benefit (tier II) .would be payable 

^ on the basis^of earnings from employm.entA covered under 
sbcial security Certain features of " the earnin^js 

- sharing option would be incoiporated in the provisions- 
for tier II to deal more comprehensively with the 
issues that have been raised. 

Exatnples^ of benefits that would be payable to married 
couples and surviving spouses under both options are 
shown in Table 1 (page 2i) and a comparison of the 
specific provisions of the options and present law is 
shown in Table 3 [pages 23 and 24). 

In designing the options^ arbitrary decisions were 
frequently necessary to estimate costs. In general, 
the options were designed w*ith the idea that a new 
-.benefit system should result in costs that would 
approximate long-range costs under present law* Because 
of these cost constraints, when benefits were increased 
in some areas, reductions were provided in other areas. 
Further, to hold down costs, benefits for one- and 
two-earner couples were equalized by reducing benefits 
for one-earner couples rather than by raising benefits^ 
for two^earner couples. 

The estimated long-range (75-year) ^cost of the earnings- 
sharing option comes very close to gapprOKimating^ long- 
range costs under present law, 'This option is esti- 
mated to decrease long-range costs by an average 



8 



0,06 percent of taxable oa/roll* 2/ (if applied to 
1979 taxable payroll, 0,06 percent would reorebent 
-savings of SO. 6 billion over present law.) 

The long-r^nge costs of the double-decker plan are 
highly dependerit on how the benefits are ad j us ted to 
keep pace with rising wages or prices . UndGr various 
assuTTipt ions for ad j us ting the benefits the estimated 
long-range cost of the double-decker plan wculd range 
from cQst of 0.50 percent o£ taxable payroll (S5 
billion if applied to 1979 taxable payroll) to a 
savings of 1,86 percent of taxable payroll ($19 billion 
if applied to 1979 taxable payroll). The long-range 
cost of the double-decker plan could closely approxi^ 
mate present law costs by changing the way the tier T 
benefit.^^is adjusted for changes i.n economic conditioii.- 
or by making other changes iri the plan. 

Table 2 (page 22) contains long-^^range cost estimates 
for each option. The estirnates are based on the 
assumption tha^ each option would apply only to people 
becoming eligible for benefits in January 1980 or 
later* Although the options^ as designed, would not 
affect current beneficiaries^ transitional provisions 
would be needed to avoid reducing potential benefits 
for people nearing retirement when the nev; program 
v;ent into effect. In addition, transitional provi-. 
sions could be designed to adjust bene'fits for those 
alread^."^ retired .who would otherwise^, not benefit from, 
the increased protection provided under a new plan; 
such provisions wou].d increase short-range costs. 

The estimated costs of the cjomprehehsive options refer - 
only to the cost impact on the social security program; 
they do not take account of tl^e cost impact of each 
plans * s 'interaction with various other governmental 
income-^assistance programs 'such as the Aid to Families 
with Dependent Children (AFDC) and sapplemental Security 



2/ Lonq-ranae costs are expressed as a uercentage of 
^ taxable payroll. The cost or saving of a provision 
represents the avurage amount over a 75-year period 
by which the combined employee^employer social 
security tax rpte would have" to be raised or lowered 
to leave the social security 'trust.^ funds in the 
same financial position* , 

/ ' ■ = ' 

/ ' 



9 



Income (SSI) programs^ both financed with general 
revenues^ rather 'ihan through the social security trust 
funds. The cost of these programs may either increase 
or decrease depending on the option selected and the 
specific features it contains. Additional study will 
be needed to determine how changes in social security 
will affect these other programs. 

Option #li Earnings Sharing 

Under earnings sharing^ a couple's annual earnings 
would be divided equally between them for the years 
they were married for purposes of computing retirement 
benefits. The earnings would be divided when the 
couple divj^rced or when one spouse reached age 62. 
This would entitle each spouse to a primary benefit 
which would replace aged dependent spouse ' s and sur-- 
viving spouse '& "^benef its provided under present law. 

The basic earnings^sharing idea has been modified in 
certain respects in order to pay benefits that are 
somewhat comparable to present law benefits. The 
modifications are: 

1- When one spouse dies/ the survivor would be 
credited with 80 percent of the total annual' 
earnings of the couple during the marriage, but 
not less than 100 percent of the earnings of the 
higher earner. 

2* For purposes of benefits for young survivors^" 
children and young surviving snouses caring for 
children^^earnings would not be transferred 
between the spouses with regard to a marriage in 
effect 'at the time of death. Benefits for young 
survivors would be based on any earnings credits 
the deceased person had from paid work (while 
. unmarried or during a current marriage) , plus any 
credits acquired as a result of a prior marriage 
terminated by death or divorce. 



3- For purposes of disability benefits, earnings would 
not be shared with regard to a marriage still in 
effect at the time of .disability . Disability bene^ 
fits would be based on any earnings credits the 
disabled person had from paid work, (while unmarried 
or during the current marriage), plus any credits 
acquired from a prior marriage. 
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option #1 also includes certain features that are not 
eseential to earnings sharing. These features are 
included to illustrate one way of dealing comprehen^ 
sively with the concerns that h^ve been raised or to 
limit the cost of the option to roughly that of pre^ 
sent law.-^ For example, benefits' would be payable to 
surviving mothers and fathers only until the youtigest 
child reaches age 1, rather than age' 18 as under pre- 
sent law* To make up partially for this benefit loss, 
an adjustment benefit equal to 100 pepeent of the 
.deceased spouse's benefit would be payable for one 
year -following the death of the spouse* This benefit 
would be paid regardless of whether^ th^ re are any 
children in the family eligible' for benefits. 

Response to Issues : Following is a list of uhe way's 
earnings sharing would respond to the issues discussed 
previously/' ' ^ 

1 • Low benefits for women v^'orkers wh o spend t im e out 
o f the paid labor force i n chi Idcare and homcamaking 
activi¥ies ^ The plan would ^^ot reduce the number 
of years used to compute average earnings but 
would improve the protection of married women 
: through sharing of earnings during a marriage, 

'2* Gaps in protection for divorced women * The sharing^ 
upon divorce, of earnings during a marriage would 
help prevent gaps in protection for divorced 
womenj each spouse would have protection in his 
or her own right, 

3, Aged widows may need additional protection . Inherit 
tance of earnings credits would substantially 
improve protection for many survivors of two^earner 
couples with lifelong marriages; benefits for the 
Survivors of one^earner couples would not vary 
substantially from present law, 

4 • Benefits are not provided for nondisabled surviving 
spouses under age 60 unless they are caring for 
children . Persons widowed before retirement age 
would receive an adjustment benefit for one year. 
Protection would be reduced for some widowed 
persons under age 60 who. do not have children under 
= age in their care. (Under present law widows can 
receive benefits if they have a child under age IR 
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in their care.) Under the earnings-sharing option^ 
only the one-year adjustment benefit would be paid 
to surviving spouses who do not have a child under 
age 7 in their cara. Aged surviving spouses could 
not get benefits (other than the adjustment benefit) 
until age 62, rather than age 60 as under present 
law* , 

Some married women workers do not meet the recency - 
of-work test to qualify for disability benefits . 
Earnings 'credits acquired due to death of a spouse 
or divorce would help some divorced and widowed 
.women to meet the recency^of ^work test. 

Benefits are not provided for disabled homemakers . 
This option would not provide disability proteotion 
for married homemakers. ; 

Benefits are not provided for disabled widows and 
widowers under age "50 . Surviving spouses would 
acquire earnings credits that would count toward 
disability protection in their own right at any 
age. 

Bene fits are not provided for survivors of deceased 
homemakers . This option would not provide protec= 
tion for the survivors of married homemakers who^ 
die. Divorced and widowed homemakers would acquire 
earnings credits that would count toward protection 
for their survivors. 

Benefits of married women as paid workers largely 
duplicate thedr benefits as dependents. . Each 
spouse would get a benefit based on his or her 
earnings while single/ and earnings credits 
acquired as a result of marriage - 

Different^ benefit amounts may be' paid to married 
couples with the same total average earnings , 
Rftired coupres (i^""a lifelpng marriage) with the 
s^me total average earnings would receive the same 
total benefits. 

Different benefit amounts may be paid to the sur- 
vivors of married coupl es wrtft tne sa me total 
avera^qe ea rning§T ^°^THe ^ ditterence in Denetits for 
survivors o~f one-^ and two-earner couples would be 
reduced but not eliminated - 
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12 , Married workers have greater social security 

protection than single workers > Elimination of 
dependent spouse's benefits would decrease the 
difference in protection of married workers - 
compared to single workers under present law* 

Major Effects of Earnings Sharing ^ 

Effects on Retired People : Retirement benefits would, 
be the same for lifelong married couples with the same 
total average earnings. Benefits would be reduced for 
one^earner couples; the benefit of the higher-earning 
spouse would be less than under present law and the 
benefit of the lower'-earning spouse would be higher*^ f' 
^ For most couples in which no dependent spouse ^ s^^ benefit 
would be payable under present law, there would be no 
change in benefit amounts. Assuming a lifelong marriage 
each spouse would receive the same benefit amount, 

Uhder the 50-50 sharing of earnings at divorce^ the 
lower-earning spouse would have greater protection and 
the higher^earning spousG would have lower protection 
than under present law. The amount of change would 
depend on the duration of the marriage and the level 
of earnings, if any, of each spouse both during and 
after the marriage. 

Benefits equal to 50 percent of the retired person ^s 
basic benefit would be paid to children and young 
spouses caring for children under age 7 (or disabled). 
The same maximum limit oh family benefits would apply 
that applies under present law. 

Effects on Survivor i; The surviving spousa *^?ould 
inherit 80 percent of the total annual earnings of the 
couple during the marriage, but not less than 100 per- 
cent .of the earnings of the higher-- earning spouse. 
Survivors of two-earner couples (with lifelong marriages) 
would generally get higher benefits than under present 
law. Benefits for si.frvivors of one^earner couples ^ 
would generally be about the same as under present 
law^ — they could exceed benefits 'for survivors of two=- 
earner couples with the same total average earnings, 
although by less than under present law. 

Protection would be reduced for surviving spouses with 
a child in their care as follows: (1) No benefits would 
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be paid unless the child were under age 7 (rather than 
under age 18 as under present law) ; and (2) the benefit 
amaunt would be 50 percent of the worker's basic bene« 
fit (rather than 7 5 percent as under present law) • 

This modification of present law was included to reduce 
costs^ to reduce the payment of benefits to spouses as 
dependents, ,and to channel benefits more directly to 
children* Since the labor'-force participation of women 
increases substantially when they do not have preschool" 
age children, there may be less need to provide a monthly 
benefit for such women ^ 

An adjustment bene-fit equal to 100 percent of the 
deceased spouse " r basic benefit would be provided for 
one year for sur%^iving spouses under age 62 to help meet 
the special needs of homemakers widowed before old age. 

Dependent's benefits would not be paid to widows and 
widowers age 60 and 61 or to disabled widows and widow- 
ers age 50-^60^ but they would qualify for an adjustment 
benefit; such people might have disability protection 
In their own right based on inherited earnings credits , 

The benefit for. a surviving child under age 18 or dis-- 
abled would be 100 percent of the deceased person's 
basic benefit (rather than 75 percent as under present 
law) . Where there is more than one surviving child in 
a family^ the total benefits to the children would be 
equal to 100 percent of the worker's basic benefit for 
one child plus 50 percent of the worker's basic benefit 
for each^additional child* Each child would get an 
equal share of the total* 

Earnings during a marriage still in effect at the time 
one spouse dies would not be shared (or Inherited) for 
purposes of paying benefits to young survivors. As a 
result, when a lifelong-married homemaker dies^ her 
surviving children would not receive benefits. However, 
divorced or widowed homemakers could become insured for 
benefits as a result of earnings sharing at divorce or 
inheriting earnings at death. 

Effects on Disabled Peo ples Benefits for a disabled ^ 
earner would be roughry the same as present law benefits. 
Benefits would be based on the person's own earnings, ^ 
taking into account earnings shared with a spouse during 
a prior marriage or credits acquired due to the death of 
a spouse. 



EKLC 



7 



14 



Disabled lifelong homemakers could be eligible for disa- 
bility protection only on the basis of earnings credits 
acquired as a result of divorce or death of a prior 
spouse; earnings of a spouse in a current marriage could 
not be counted. 

Although the present survivor's benefits for disabled 
widows and widoWers would be elimiriated^ widowed home-- 
makers might qualify for disability benefits on the 
basis of earnings credits inherited when their spouses 
died* The disability benefits would be payable at any 
age (not only between age 50-60 as under present law) . 

Disability protection for lower-^paid or non-paid di-^ 
vorced spouses would be improved as the result of the 
50-50 split of earnings at divorce. Disability protec= 
tion for divorced people who were the higher (or' sole) 
earner would be reduced due to the 50-50 split of^ 
earninas* \ 

Th e provisions for childien and spouss;;^ ^/ith chilc^i^en 
in their care woulo be the same as for depandents of 
retired earners . 

Option #2: ^Double-Decker Bgnefit S t rue tur o 

Under the double -deckor option, each U.S, resident woi^ld 
h^ve retirement, snrvivorSf ^nd disability protection. 
This universal protecbinn would be the first tier of a 
two-tier syst^om. Tier J would be a flat-dollar payment 
of S122 for U.S. residents beginnliig at age 65 (or upon 
disability). Pf iuc-^d benefits wou:id" be paid as early as 
age 62/ Tier n would be benefir equal to ;30 percent 
of a per son ' s b -'or nam ^arr Ltigs in covcsred eiiiployment . 
Tier II benefitb be Vr:^^cJ ' i as eiirly as age 62 

(reduced if taken L-\.\^r^n ,^r:> Si^ . The benefit for an 
aged or disabled w.^rl-a?: wouUr bt^- :uu:iX to the sum o^ a 
tier I and a tier ix b^M-:fit. . , 

Under the donbl t^^i^ickei; oo'ru :,, : i-j .^tdequacy anr] eauity 
elements of the progr^'n v/ould be separm ted--tier 1 
generally would provide the social adequacy element and 
tiei II the ^ u'j i uy alernent. Daalitig with the goals of 
adequacy and i ty under social security with separate 
benefit tierr Bho ild make it easier for the public 



to understand the underlying principles and for policy- 
makers to develop proposals to fulfil specific goals. 



A number of the features of this option are not an 
integral part of a basic double-decker system but were 
included to^ improve the protection of specific groups 
of persons. Such features include the 50-50 split of 
earnings at divorce^ the inheritance of earnings by a* 
surviving spouse for purposes of computing tier II 
benefits, and the provision of an adjustment benefit 
to a surviving spouse at any age\ Thes^ features of -. 
the plan are generally the same as those- under earnings 
sharing although the benefit amounts would be somewhat 
different due to the different benefit structure. 

Response to Issues : Following is a list of the ways 
the double decker option would respond to the, issues 
discussed previously , 

1 - Low bene fits for women workers who spend time out 
of the pai d labor force in chirdcare and homemaklng 
activitie s . The plan would not reduce the numbe^r 
of years used to compute average earnings for 
tier II benefit purposes^ but it would improve 
protection for some women workers by providing for 
a split of earnings upon divorce and inheritance 
of earnings credits from a deccsased spouse. 

2. Gaps in protection for divorced women . Aged or 
disabled divorced persons would "get a tier I 
benefit; divorced persons would '^get earnings 
credits for tier II purposes equal to half of the 
couple 's -annual- earnings during their marriage , 

3., Aged widows may need additional protection . Aged 
or disabled widowed persons would get' "a~ tier I 
benefit; inheritance 'of earnings credits for tier 
II benefit purposes would improve protection for 
many widows , , 

4 * Benefits are not provided for nondisabled surv i ving 
spouses underage 60 unless they are caring £oF ^ 
children . Persons widowed before "retirement age 
would receive an adjustment benefit for one year. 




Protection would be reduced for sorne widowed per-- 
sons under aga SO Who do not have children under 
age 7 in their care. (Under present Law widows 
can receive benefits if they have a child undef 
age 18 in their care,) Under the double-decker 
option, only the one=year adjustment benefit would 
be paid to surviving spouses who do not have 
children under age 7 in their care. Aged surviving 
spouses could not get benefits (other than the 
adjustment benefit), until age 62, rather than age 
60 as under preaent law. 

Some married women workers do not meet the recency- 
of-work ■ test to qualify for disability benefits. 
There wouT.d be no. insured status requirement to 
qualify for disability benefits under either test. 

Benefits are not provided , for ' disabled homemakers . 
Disabled homemakers could receive a tier I benefit. 
If they acquired any earnings credits^ they could 
also get a tier II benefit, 

Bc;:^jfits are not provided ^ for disabled widows and 
widowers under age 50 . _ Disabled widows would 
receive full =tier I benefits at any age plus 
tier 11 benefits based on earnings credits 
acquired as a- result nf th ^ own paid work or from 
prior marriages* . * 

Benefits are not provided for survive :s.,of deceased 
homemakers . Survivors^'of "decea^^ homemakers could 
receive tier I benefits plus any tier II benefits 
based on individual earnings and earninqs credits 
acquired due to prior marriages* 

Benefits of married women as paid workers^r largely 
duplicate their benefits as dependents" . Each aged 
or disabled person would get a tier I benefit* in 
his or her own rights plus a tier II benefit if^ he 
or she had earnings credits* 

Di fferent benefit amounts may b e paid to married 
aQUples with the sam^e total average- earnings ^" 
Retired couples with the same total average earn- 
ings would receive* the same total benefits. 
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11. Different benefit amounts may be paid to the 
survivors of married couples with the same" total 
average earningii . The difference in benefits for 
survivors of one*- and two^earner couples would be 
reduced but not eliminated* 

12. Married workers have greater social security pro- 
tection than single workers . Elimination of 
dependent spouse'.^ benefits would aecrease the 
advantage of married workers under present law. ^„ 

Major Effects of Double-Decker Plan 



Effects on Retired People s Older people who are not 
eligil|le for any social security benefits under present 
law w<^uld get a tier I . benefit. If they had any 
covered earnings, they wo.uld also get a tier II benefit 
even if they were not insured for benefits under pre-- 
sent law. Benefit amounts, would be lower than under 
present lav; for one-'earner couples (except at -very low 
earnings levels where they would be higher) * Benefits 
for two-earner couples would not vary significantly 
from present law (eKcept at very low earnings levels 
where they would be higher) * 

A homemaker spouse would get a tier I benefit in his 
or her own right instead of a dependent spouso's bene- 
fit as under present law. Tier I benefits would be 
higher than dependent spouse ' s benef its = under present 
law in cases where the primary earner was low paid 
and lower in all others* 

As under earnings sharing/ earnings dredits for each 
year of the marriage would be split 50=50 upon 
divorce* The effects on protection would be similar 
under both options although the benefit amounts 
involved would be different. 

Benefits would be paid to children and young spouses 
caring for entitled children of retired workers under 
the same conditions as under earnings' sharing but the 
benefit amounts would be different. Each would get a 
tier I benefit of $12i. This would be more than pre^ 
sent law benefits at average earnings levels of about 
$420 and below/ and less than present law benefits at ' 
higher levels. ' * ' 

X ■' \ : 
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A relatively small nuniber of children and young spouses 
would qualify for benefits that they would not qualify 
for under present law because the retired person had 
not worked in jobs covered under social security. 

Family benefits would be subject to a maximum family 
benefit of 250 percent of the tier I benefit — ^$305" 
plus a tier II benefit. The maKimum family benefit 
would be lower than under present^ law at average mdrn^ 
ings levels of about $530 or more; at lower levels 
there would be an increase. 

E ffects on Survivors ^ Surviving spouses -^ould inherit 
earnings as described under earnings sharing. Benefits 
for the survivor of a one=earner couple with a 11 iu long 
marriage would not vary substantially from present law 
benefits except Luat benefits would be higher than 
under prouunt law at very high earnings levels. 

Benefits for survivors of a lifelong marriage where 
both spouses had worked would be higher than under 
present law; benefits would increase the most where 
each spouse had the same amount of earnings. 

Benefits would be payable to surviving ^spouses with 
childrt^n in their care under the same conditions as 
under earnings sharing. The amount WQuld be a tier I 
benefit^ which -/ould be payable regardless of whether 
the deceased person had ever worked in covered employ^ 
mcnt . ' ' 

A one-year adjustment benefit would be provided for. a 
surviving spouse under age 62, The amount would be 
100 percent of the tier II benefit^ which would be 
computed based on all the earnings credi-us of the 
deceased person-^including earnings credits acquired 
from" any prior marriage-^--plus the actual earnings of 
the spe i son during a marriage that had not terminatad 
prior to death. 'This benefit would be paid in 
addition to any benefit payable because of caring for 
an entitled child. 

Dependent's benefits, would not be paid to widows and 
widowers age 60 and 61; they would qualify for a 
one=year adjustment benefit. 
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The benefit for a survivirig child would be a tier I 
' benefit plus a tier II benefit, computed as described 
under the adjustnient benefit, l^ere there is more^ 
than one surviving child in a -family^ the total bene^ 
fits to the children would be a tier I benefit for 
each child, plus one tier II benefit for the family. 
Each child would get an equal share of the total. 

The level of dependent's benefits payable to a survi- 
ving family compared to present law would vary 
substantially depending on i (1) the deceased person's 
average lifetime e^arnings level/ (2) whether or not an 
adjustment benefit is payable, and (3) whether or not 
there is an entitled child under age 7, so Oiat 
mother's or father's benefits would be payable/ 

Effects on Disabled People i Disability benefits would 
be pay^le to everyone "who meets the applicable defi- 
nition of disability; there would be no insured status 
requirement. 3/ The benefit would be a tier I benefit; 
if the disabled person had earnings credits as a result 
of his or her own earnings or due to divorce or death 
of a spouse, tier ji benefits would be payable as well,. 

Benefits payable to a disabled worker would bear 
roughly the same relationship to present law benefits 
as would retirement benefits. 

Benefits would be payable to disabled homemakers who 
had not worked in covQfred employment, (THey would also 
g^t Mscaicare protection if they were entitled to dis- 
ability benefits for 24 consecutive 'months, ) 

Disabled widows and widowers of any age covild get 
tier 1 and tier II disability benefits, not just those 
age 50-^60 as under present law. The benefit amount 
would gen^erally be higher than present law since there 
would be no reduction based on age at entitlement* 



2/ If the recency^of--work test under present lavi were 
not met without thn inclusiQn of earnings creflits 
acquired due to death or divorce of a spouse, the 
stricter definition of disability applicable ta^ 
disabled widows and widowers under present law 
would apply* 
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Disabled divorced spouses would qualify for a tier I 
benefit^ plus a tier II benefit based on their own 
earnings and on earnings^ credits acquired at the' time 
of divorce. If a disabled person who was divorced was 
the higher earner^ his or her benefits could be mucl; 
lower than under present law depending on the level of 
earnings of the spouses and the length of the marriage, 
h divorced person .who was the lower earner would 
generally get higher benefits* 

The previsions fdr children and young spouses caring 
for children of disabled persons ^^ould be the same as 
those for dependents of retired workers.. 

LIMITED OPTIO NS 

A number of options have been suggested over the year,s 
that deal with one or more of the ^ issues that have been 
raised about - the treatment of womelh under social 
security* ^ These options are narrower in scope than the 
two broad-scale options that havp been discussed. In 
general^ they would not make basic changes in the 
social security system; most of them would not eliminate 
the present system of dependent's bGnefits, One (or . 
more) of these Limited changes in the social security 
sysEem could be adopted either as an alternative to the 
more f undainental reforms required by the earnings- 
sharing =or doubla^decker options or as an interim step 
until' a consensus is reached. on what ^ if any^ broad- 
scale changes should be made. 

The limited options are difecussed below; they are 
grouped according to the issues with which they would 
deal, _ - 

Protection for homemakers in their own right- - Ho me mak e r s 
would receive social security earnings credits based on 
Sri imputed dollar value for their unpaid services in 
the home- Th|.s option, like the 'earnings-sharing 
and doubJe^decker options, would provide protection for 
homemakers in their own right, 

Thig oi^tion would not make changes in the system as 
compre^iensive as those required by the earnings--sharing 
and double'^decker options. It is, however, a more far-, 
reaching change than the other limited ^options 
qllscassed in this soction* , 
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wage levels and {2) averifging 4 given number of years of highest indexed earnings. "All 
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This table shows benefits for January 1980 based on wage=indexed earnings for workers 
, age 62 in 19S0* Married couple' s benefits are computed on the assumption of a lifelong 
mairiage of two people both age 62 in 1930* The 1978 Trustees' Report alternative II 
economic .issumptions as to wages and prices were used in computing the 'banefits {with- 
out regard to any transitional guarantees -provided 'under the 1977 arnendments ) - The 
amounts actually pkid^Xn 1930 will depend on changes in the economy between now and then- 

AIMS and benefits at these levels are not possible for one worker reaching age 62 |n 

19Q0. 
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iitimstes are bsied on Che intermediate set afiumptlsni lAlternative III in the 1971 Truitg^^' 
j^pBftf and are the additional oost'lTir sa^insi) over the oait ot preient law, Individual sosts « 
not add to tosala beoauie all figures Are rsunded indep«ndt.'r>t^y. 

Loh^-ranae eosts are e^prq^sied at a nefoentaae of taxable payroii. The ssmt or ■[gvinqs o£ a 
eroviiion reoresenti the, aver^oe ansunt over a 7|-yea^ period 'by whloh the combined employee- 
•mployer toeial ieeurity tax rate would have to 'be raised or lowered to leavs the iooial 
security truat funds in the saine finanoial position. 

Eseludes parent*! benefits^ ipeci^l benefits to perioni aqe 72 and oyer, net benefits paid 
thfouqh the intefjehanqe «ith the railroad retirement fund, lufflp-suni payments # and the tost of 
ai^lnlstrative ej^oenies. The SQS% of present la^ in^li^inf these itepa ii 13.51 ^fcent of 
suable payroll, ' 

Dnder wage adjusL-nent it is asiuni^ that the. tier benefit ijfoyld be adjusted by increases in 
wages bcll^h before and after elisibiUtyi under prige adjystD^t it is assuRied that tier. I would 
be adjusted Hy sriees both bofore and after eliqibility. th both £asei« tier IZ would be 
adjusted at yndor present law. ' ^ .t ^ 

The eost is the total cost of adlustinent benefilSf the figure has not ^«n ad)usted d«^mw^rr] to 
take ii^caunt of the fast that sone people who woqld receive an adjustment benefit would havn 
ssoeived benefits uflder present la» because of having an entitled child in their care. Wo^rwct ^ 
%hm fig^re for "^^others/FatheFS" has bc'^n adjusted downward to take ^account of persons who Wgyii 
b« fctting an adjustment benefit rather than th^ 'Hotheri7cathcrs^ benefit so that the total co^t 
fOf yeufiq •uririvori rspreiientB the additionai sost of the o^tio? eoiapared to preavnt law. . 
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Tabic 3 - - 

Comparison of Major Provisions under Present -Tiaw and 
Conp-chcnsi V(2 Options 



Provisicn 



PiTesent Lav 



Earnings Sharing 



DQuble Decker 



Eligibility for retire- 
ment benefits 



Larnings 



cdit.s 



Person must have worked 
ir. covered job lonrj 
enough to be insured fcr 
benefits or be a depe:*d- 
cr*t of such a person. 



At least one spous.. iuust No iniurgd status 

be insured as under requirernent for tier I 

present law. or tier II, 



Terson gets earnings 
credits based only on 
hie or her own work in 
covered employment. 



To ta framings o: 
narricd couple divid'sd 
equally hctwoon thor.i for 
each year of the rr.ar- 
riage and credited to 
thei r indi vidual earn - 
ings rocoids . Survi ving 
spouse credited with 80^ 
of earnings credits of 
cojoie (or 100% of 



s credit 



For Tier II, earningg 
credits baled on per-' 
son's own work in 
covdroEi enip] oyrrienti 
Earnings credits of 
carried coupl©f? (v;hile 
jnarried) divided equally 
at MivorcG, Sur%*ivin:i > 
spousn cE^edit^d wit;h 
30*1 of earnings credits 
of couple (or IQOI Of 
higher earner's credits). 



Benefit-- 



PeLired worker 
(married, separated, 
or divorced) 



Gets weighted benefit 
based on TiWn earni r.q* 
credits - 



j?'. trd benefit 
r./; l : of cO'jp le ' s 
crodics while 
rr. .\ ; r i t? and o w n e a r n i n g s 
cT'^dits while single, 
pi uH r.ny credits 
ac^uiror^ i's a result of 
a prior marriaae. 



G:^tS tier 1 benefit of 
S122 plus tier II 
benefit equal to 30% 
of nwr; ^ve^ag^ ea'^^nincs 
and ^art^infis credits 
acquired as a r^iult o^^ 
diysrcu or death af a 
spouge , 



X, 



Aged homemaker * Dependent spouse's 

(Tarried, separated, ^ benefit aqual to 50% 
or divorced) of retired worker's 

benefit. " ^ 



r 



No dependent spouse's 
bene fi ts gets benefits 
based on' any earni-ngr 
credits acqu'.red through 
work or marriage. 



No dependent spouie's 
benefits! gets tier I. 
Gets tier II if has 
any earnings cfedits 
acquired throuc. work 
or as a result of a 
prior marriage^ 



ERIC 



97 



Picvj a ton 



Double neekcr 



father's benefttl 



Aiijustment bdnefit 
for yGUnrj widow 



Q» Disabled person 



tMjihil to 100* oi 



bMf iUQi' ' 5 Immk? I i t ^ (iO t s 
hi'MOfit hosiMj on rain 
in')** rt'cor'i .is tU'^t- r i bud 



i h i 
obi 
ch I 
un t 
I @ 



o f I i i= |Tki [ to^ 
ki' r ' a b^Mlt' I I t 
id oi ru t 1 ru ti 



p J i J Ig 
I: ii i § = 
fur 

111 nf iiocfjnfeJ worker) 

(or 22 , if .? stu.lont ), 
It? sii'veral uJiiitiiL'n 
tjiUifj family maximum , 
UuB, 



No ih'pundunt lurviving 
spnu^iM's bpnefitj gets 
titM K Alfio, tier II 
if h.i!. ony *='iirnin«j§ 
crc il tii ^ifi ijoner^ bod 
al.MiVtj { inifi U'li cre=^ 
'liiLi inhDr^tOil wrten 

fiptJilJiO .ill G'j ) . 



for" 



i/Iiilu of rutirtMl nr 
citHiibl^d wnfkpr± Far 
Siifvlvinq chilli^ first 
child qotn \nQ\ of 

for each additional 
child, Tetal alloeatiid 
equally anonq chi ItJreh 
and subjoet to f arni ly 
ma3?ifnumi 



it) f f ! 1 1 d Q I r < ? t I r Q d i d j s - 
.ihl'^d, cr decfasr'tl workor 
rniL ji'ct to mtixifTiurn of 
?IP' of tier ILc'nDfit* 
In <idJitioni in survivor 
wOHPSj one tier IT bene^ 
fit uqual^to 1001 of 
wu/Kqf's benefit payables 
bnrif?fit divided Gqiialiy 
annnfj ehi Idrcn. 



50^ bi-hefit (7 VI ih 
death eaHes) payable 
to youny parent caring 
for child under aye ll 
(or di sab Ird) ^ 



501 of tht? workor'i 
benefit payable if 
there ii an entitled 
child under age 7 in 
hig of her care* {Not 
paid for aay month an ' 
ad juitment benefit 
payable, ) Q 



Ti*jr I benefit payable 
if there i^ an entitles 
child Mhder age 7 in^Hi's 
or her care* 



No c J: mp arable benefit. 
(L/imp ium of S255 
payable on death of 
worker* ) 



1001 of do.ceaiod 
ipoijse ' i benefit 
payable for 1 year. 



1001 of deceaied spouBe's 
tiar II benefit payable 
for 1 year» 



Disabled wrrrkor who 
mectB- reecriCy=of ^wdck 
teit geus benefit based 
own 'turnings credits, 
SUrvivinij ipouie vho 
meots stricter ilefini^ 
tion of disability can 
get a reduced depend-^ 
ent's ben#Cit if ayo 
50 or older. 



Iniured person geti 
benoEiti same ai pre^ 
' sent law ba'iad on 
earnings crediti as a 
clescribed above y 
excluding* credi tl 
acquirD'i aa^ a reiult of 
the' pre&ent marriage. 



Tier 1 payable, Also^ 
geti tier II if hai Any 
earnings credits acquired 

Seseribad above* Wher# 
raeeiicy-of-work requi^ramept 
i.^ not mo 1 1 a niQre itrict 
definition of disability 
must be mot. 
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This approach would eliminate the problem of duplica- 
tiva protection for women who are homemakers for part 
of their lives and paid workers for part of their 
lives. It would also serve to fill any gaps in their 
social security protection resulting from leaving the 
paid labor force to perform unpaid homemaker or child- 
care services. In addition, protection for divorced 
and disabled homemakers would be increased. 

This option would require getting a specific dollar 
value for work performed in the home. To be equitable, 
the value would have to be adjusted based on the time 
and effort each homemaker spends perforTning home* 
making services. Such individual adjustments might not 
be feasible^ it would seem necessary to provide a 
uniform credit for a'll homemakers (or perhaps two or 
three alternative amounts). 

There are at least three alternatives for financing 
homemaker credits * 

o One would be to require homemakers to pay social 
security taxes at the combined employer^employee 
rate, at the employep rate ^ or at the rate for the 
self employed (1% times the employee rate) on the 
imputed va.l^ue of their services. Some homemakers 
would object to paying the taxes since many ^ perhaps 
most, would get no greater benefits than they would 
get under present law as dependents with no 
additionai cost to the family and since they have 
no cash' income from which to pay the taxes. An 
alternative would be to make the protection of 
homemakers ^an optional decision for each family* 
It should be recognized that voluntary coverage may 
result in adverse selection^^those who would elect 
coveraae are likely to be those who could expect to 
get the highest return for their taxes. This would 
raise the cost of providing homemaker credits to 
what might' be prohibitive levels* 

o A second mechanism that would not disadvantage 
homemakers in low^income families would be to 
finance through general revenues the additional 
benefits that would be payable on account of the 
homemaker credits,. This approach could be viewed 
as unfair to paid workers in covered jobs who 
have to pay social security taxes. 
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o A third alternative Vv^culd be to finance the cost of 
the additional benefits through the social security 
trust funds by increases in the social security 
taxes of paid workers. Paid workers would doubtless 
object to this approach. 

Greater equity between one- and two-earner couples -- 
Three options would reduce or eliminate the difference 
in benefits for one-- and two--earner couples with the 
same average earnings by modifying or eliminating 
dependent spouse ' s benefits . Whi le thesG options 
would equalize the treatment of one^ and two-earner 
couples and reduce : advantage married workers have 
over single workers ^ they could also adversely impact 
on surviving spouses and on divorced or separated 
spouses^ or involt^e substantial costs. In general, 
these options^ while resolving some of the issues, 
would increase concern about other issues. 

.Another option would provide equal treatment of one-- 
and two-earner couples by basing benefits for a retired 
couple on the combined earnings of the couple. This 
option would be costly and v/ould increase the advantage 
married workers have over single workers. 

Another approach would be to pay some or all of a 
dependent spouse's benefit in addition to any worker's 
benefit to which^ the person is entitled, (Under the 
dual entitlement provision in present law^ a person 
gets his or her own worker's benefit plus the amount^ 
if any, by which the spouse's benefit eKceede the 
worker's benefit*) However, this option would be 
expensive and would improve the treatment of married 
workers compared with single workers. 

Reduction in the number of years used to compute 
bene f i t s - Tv/o options would reduce the number of years 
of earnings used to compute benefits* These options 
would help women who spend part of their lives in paid 
employment and part in unpaid homemaker or childcare 
activities. They would not help lifetime homemakers* 

^ --^ 

One option would provide a shorter computation period 
for ail workers. However, any substantial reduction in 
the computation period (potentially 35 years under 
present law) could raise a question of making specific 
provision for recognizing long periods of covered 
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employment. The inclusion of such a factor would 
reduce the effectiveness of such a change in helping 
women since many of them are not long-term workers. 

The other option would provide a shorter computation 
period only for parents who spend time out of the paid 
labor force in childcare activities , This approach 
would primarily advantage married workers with chil- 
dren and thus increase the difference in benefits for 
married as compared with single workers. It also would 
raise questions as to whether similar protection should 
be provided for others who are out of the paid labor 
force for extended periods for other socially desirable 
purposes, e,g.^ care of the elderly* 

Additional protection for divorced persons — Two options 
are directed specifically at increasing protection for 
divorced persons. The first option would reduce the 
10-year duration=of-marriage requirement for divorced 
spouses. The second option would divide a couple's 
total annual earnings for each year of marriage 50-50 
upon divorce. 

Additional protection for aged surviving spouses =-Four 
options wo^rd" improve p"rotection for surviving spouses 
age 60 and over. Three of the options (providing a 
benefit increase for very aged widows and widowers^ 
eliminating the reduction in widow's and widower's 
benefits due to receipt before age 65^ and basing bene- 
fits for a surviving spouae on total benefits of the 
married couple) would accomplish this objective by 
increasing benefit protection as dependents ^ thus 
increasing protection married workers have compared 
to single workers. 

The fourth would eliminate dependent's benefits for 
surviving spouses and permit the surviving spouse to 
inherit the earnings credits of the deceased spouse. 
This would provide surviving spouses with protection 
in their own right. 

Add itional protection for surviving spouses under age 
60- - On e op t i on wou 1 d reduce the age at which widow's 
and widower's benefits are payable below age 60, which 
would increase the protection married workers have over 
single workers. Another option would provide adjust- 
ment benefits for the surviving spouse for a period 
following the death of the worker. This miqht facili- 




28 



tate entry or reentry of survivinn spouses into paid 
employment and would provide a short-term benefit to ■ 
aid adjustment to the loss of a spouse. 

Additional disability protection for women -'-Two options 
in addition to the homemaker credit approach would 
improve disability protection for women. One would 
liberalize the recent work requirement for insured 
status for disability benefits. This would help some 
women who cannot now meet the recent work test because 
they alternate between homemaker activities and paid 
employment. However^ it would be costly and would not 
help disabled lifelong homemakers. The other option 
would permit employed persons to purchase disability 
protection for their spouses. Reaching a consensus 
regarding cost and level of protection under this 
option would be difficult. 

GENDER-BAS ED DIST INCTIONS 

The issues discussed previously related primarily to 
the fact that most inarried women have social security 
protection as dependents; such issues do not result 
from different treatment of men and women under the 
law. There are^ however/ nine relatively minor pro- 
visions of the statute that treat men and women dif=- 
ferently solely on the basis of sex. In 1977 the 
Carter Administration recommended proposals to make 
these provisions the same for men and women. The 
House of Representatives passed the recommended 
proposals as part of the bill that was to become the 
Social Security Amendments of 1977/ but they were not 
included in the Senate-passed bill. The conference 
committee omitted the proposals and stated in its 
report i 

It is the understanding of the managers that the 
entire question of such gender^based. distinctions 
will be included in the S-^month study of proposals 
to eliminate dependency and sex discrimination 
provided by this legislation. 

Most of the gender^based distinctions are very tech- 
nical and have limited applicability. All but two 
would have negligible program costs and v;ould affect 
a very small number of people. 
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The ^two distinctions which would affect several 
thousand people and involve somewhat broader issues 
than the others arei 

o Benefits are not payable to aged or disabled . 

divorced men based on the earnings of their deceased 
former wives ^ although benefits are payable to 
similarly situated women; and 

o Benefits are not payable^ to men with entitled 

children (under age 18 or disabled) in their care 

based on the earnings of their aged or disabled 

wives or their deceased former wives / although 

benefits are payable to similarly situated women. 

The Administration recommended payment of benefits to 
men in these situations. Payment of benefits to 
divorced men would affect about 500 men and result in 
additional benefits of SI million in each of the first 
5 fiscal years (assuming a January 1980 effective ^ 
date) . Payment of benefits to men caring for entitled 
children would affect about 2,000 men and would result 
in additional benefits of $2 million in FY 1980, 
$3 million in FY 1981, and $4 million in each FY 1983 
and 1984, 

OFFSET PROVIglON 

The public pension offset provision was provided under 
the Social Security toiendments of 1977, In general, 
the provision requires the reduction of social 
security spouse's or surviving spouse's benefits of a 
person who is receiving a public pension based on his 
or her own work in governmental employment that is not 
covered under social security. 

In March 1977, the Supreme Court, in Calif ano v. 
Goldf arb (and companion cases) , declared unconstitu- 
tional the dependency requirements in the law for 
social security husband's and widower's benefits. 
The major effect of the Court decision was that men 
entitled to public pensions based on careers in 
governmental employment could get social security 
husband's and widower's benefits even though they 
were not economically dependent on their wives. 

In May 1977, the Carter Mmiftlstratlon recommended to 
Congress that both men and women be required to meet 
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a dependency test to qualify for spouse *s or suiviving 
spouse -s benefits. However, the Congress adopted the 
public pension offset provision in lieu of the 
dependency test. 

There are a number of questions with regard to the 
pension offset provision which can be dealt with on 
three levels* The broadest approach would be to elim- 
inate dependent spouse's and surviving spouse *s bene- 
fits; such an approach has already been discussed. The 
ttTO other approaches discussed here are - eliminating 
the ^ offset and providing an alternative , or modifying 
the offset. These two approaches are relative'ly 
narrow and would deal with the issues within the 
structure of present law. 

The modifications are designed to respond to specific 
concerns about the provision. One concern is that the 
offset applies to the entire public pension from non^ 
covered employment even though the pension may be 
analogous to a com.bination of social security plus a 
supplemental pension. (Present law provides no offset 
of pensions based on work covered under social 
security,) Two other concerns are that the offset 
does not apply to pensions based on noncovered employ- 
ment for nonprofit organizations and that an exception 
to the effective date of the provision includes a 
gender^based distinction. 

Also of concern are the workloads involved in adminis- 
tering the provision^ particularly the difficulty of 
verifying pension amounts with the numerous public 
plans / especially s.ince State and local plans are 
not obligated to furnish the information. 

Three alternatives are also discussed: universal 
coverage^ a dependency test, and elimination of the 
offset. In general/ universal coverage would be the 
most satisfactory alternative to the offset provision; 
this approach is the subject of a Departmental study 
to be completed by December 20 ^ 1979, However, enact- 
ment and implementation of any universal coverage 
proposal could not be expected to occur for several 
years because this is a com^^lex and controversial 
issue. Eliminating the ^offset would have an estimated 
long=range cost of 0.04 percent of taxable payroll. 
Providing a dependency test would have 'a greater impact 
on women {particularly widows) since they are more 
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likely than men, to be entitled to a higher benefit 
as a dependent than as a v.'orkerp 

One modification would be to -delay the applicaicion of 
the offset for 5 years (until December 1982). Then, 
if universal coverage v;ere enacted ^ the offset v/ould 
not have to be applied; if not, it would go into effect 
without further iegislation. This might be preferable 
to repealing the offset. 

CONCLUSION 

Issues related to social security benefits for women 
have arisen primarily because of changes in American 
society^ particularly the increased labcr^force 
participation of women and increased divorce and 
remarriage rates. 

This report analyzes various optibns to show how they 
would deal with the issues, how they would change the 
present system, what assumptions they are based on, and 
how much they would cost. No specific reconimendations 
are made. .The broad^scale options represent signifi^ 
cant changes in the basic social security system and 
changes of this magnitude would require careful con^ 
sideration and extensive public debate before they 
could be put forward as recommendations. This report 
is designed to provide a framework for future con- 
sideration and debate . 

The debate needs to focus first on the future role of 
\social security and on what issues can and should be 
dealt with under the program. It is only after judge- 
ments are made as to what issues should be resolved 
through the social security program that decisions can 
be made as to the appropriate ways of m^aking' the 
changes. 




